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Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., TW-A325
Washington,D.C. 20554

Re: Ex Parte Presentation
Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-bound Traffic, CC Docket No. 99-68
Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket 01-92

Dear Ms. Dortch:

On February 3,2005, Richard D. Coit, Mark Benton, Randy Houdek, George Strandell,
representatives of the South Dakota Telecommunications Association (SDTA), Mark Shlanta of
SON Communications, Inc., David Crothers and David Dunning of the North Dakota Association
of Telecommunications Cooperatives (NDATC), and I met with Commissioner Jonathan
Adelstein, Barry Ohlsen, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Adelstein and Scott Bergmann, to
discuss issues related to the above-referenced dockets. A copy of the presentation materials
distributed and discussed at the meeting is attached hereto.

Also discussed at the meeting, SDTA, SON and NDATC argued that the issue of wireless
and CLEC virtual NXX should not be resolved outside of the larger context of the intercarrier
compensation proceeding.
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Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission's Rules, this letter is being electronically
filed with your office. Please associate this letter with the files in the above-referenced
proceedings.

Sincerely,

cc: Commission Adelstein
Barry Ohlsen
Scott Bergmann





Inter-carrier Compensation Rules

• Any Inter-carrier compensation rules adopted
must recognize rural realities." ..

• Over reliance on end-user'charges and.ftlversa.
service support within any inter-carrie~,;'

compensation scheme will doom unlYe••
service and stifle continued network InYistment

";,:
In ruralareas./

i:~~!T

• All carriers utilizing the network must iy fair

::=b':~:::'nc:.:,:=:r~~C:~iraraged.
,'-

Inter-carrier Compensation Rules (Cant.)

• Rural carriers and customers should not be

:::'=''::s':I=~n:'I::.~:.-:~a'' ;'60"':;J
and smaller service areas'L- responslbi .. for
transport should not extend beyond ru: "I
carrier network and/or service area. j~l~1

\;t~,: ~

• Proposals under debate for Imposing I .
transport responsibility on rural carrie :'
adopted, will have substantial and dl .'
impacts statewide.
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Any inter-carrier compensation rules
adopted must recognize rural realities.

• High-Cost realities faced by rural ca,..,i,,Qil:
, ·· .. ····'··,·il··'·'

• see attached service area map.

• Venture Communications CooperatIVe:

• Number of subsatben - 11,004

• Total route mil. offadllty (not cab~'mll..) 
5,254

• Density - 2.09 per route mile

,",' \><;~:~~~}I~,':'.;

• Number of subsaiben,a ... 4,580 ·,1[b,

• Total route miles of fadllty (not cablj/mlles) -
2,019 i".

'd}'j',;

• Density - 2.27 lub8Cl'lbers per rou~imll.
,~'l1i~ :
,,/i>

• High-Cost realities faced by rural carriers (cant.):

• Mldstate Communications:

i:~:; ,
,~
~,~.

:>:;'.{;~¥//;-_:"F

".<~
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• High-Cost realities faced by rural carriers (cont.):

• Golden west Telecommunications CooP8'~U"...,: ...
. '-"')e':.~l.··"··· <.,.; •,":' -> .

• Number of subscribe... -~1,245

• Total route miles of 'adllty (not cable miles> - 11,682

• Density - 1.04 subscribers per route mll~
1:1:::1

Over reliance on end-user charges
and universal service sUPP0rt"'(""";"'iie
within inter-carrier c.. c).m.p.en~.-.'.'."'..•. ',·~JW:i;~"·"w",

.. """""'~"':,:i!~I!_v
scheme will doom ....Iversa. st.,rvice
and stifle continued network.~"::

l'l:i""

investment. 'ii~li,
;il~')
Ijl!1~
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• Current switched access revenue
requirements of SDTA member ILECs (as
established by FCC and State PUC):

• Interstate (annual):
• Local Loop (CeL) - $~7,311,974

• Local SWItching - $18,4&0,485
• Local Transport - $12,731,7&7
• Total SWitching and Transport - $31,1.~2,252

• Intrastate (annual):
• Local Loop - $18,738,197

• Local SWitching - $7,530,818

• Local Transport - $9,904,463
• Total - $36,173,478

• Current switched access revenue
requirements of SDTA member ILE?: ,;""" ..•. ".1

'
'''''\''' ii ..i

• Venture Communlca~n.h~ii"i"':
( 1'>

• Tomllnterstate (wlt:h<MIt CCL) and ..1....state
(with cell - $6,332,894 ••,

• Intenltate per line -$14.30 permo' i

• Intrutabl per line - $25.21 per mo
• Percentage of Grou Revenue - 31.
• Local Transport revenue requlreme

and Inb'astate) - $2,738,830
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• Current switched access revenue
requirements of SDTA member ILECs
(cont.):

• Mldstate communications Cooperative:
• Total Interstate (without CCl) and

intrastate (with CCl) - $2,678,985

• Intentate per line - $19.86 per month
• Intrastate per line -$28.83 per morith
• Percentage of Gross Revenue - 440/0

• Local Transport revenue requlremen~
(Int:entate and Intrastate) - $1,129':689

• Current switched access revenue requirements
ofSDTA member ILECs (cont.):

• Golden west Telecomtpunlc8tJ6ns cpoperatlve:
• Totallntentate (without CCl) and In'trastate

(with CCl) - $7,295,950
• Interstate per line - $13.90 per mo~jb
• Intrastate per line - $24.08 per mot'lit
• Percentage of Gross Revenue - 34.4Percent

C""'" '

• Local Transport revenue requlremerij)lnblrstate
and Inb'altate)- $2,565,482"~~"h~c'"
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• NTCA Study - Impact of central Office
Bill. Keep

• If both rural and non-ruraICOI1lpa'nfes
were to pass on the loSt revenue re'~ted
to elimination of access, then the per line
rate Increase will be substantially a....ter
for rural customers than for non-rural
customers.

• NTCA 2003 Study (based on 2002 da....) 
331 ruraiILECs.

• NTCA Study - Impact of Central Offlce
Bill. Keep

• Impact - Entire Study ~roup: .

• Elimination of access:
• Interstate loss - $9.50 per line
• Inb'astate lou -$12.67 per line

• Additional transport costs Im~lOSf!M1

rural LEts not quanti"ed.
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• NTCA Study - Impact of Central Office
Billa. Keep

• Impact - SD Rural LECs (10cOmpalla!s):

• Elimination of access:
• Interstate lou - $11.48 per line
• Inb1latate lou -$15.93 per line

• Additional transport costs Imposed~
rural LECs not quantified. ..'

• Impact of Bill and Keep

• Venture Communications Cooperative:
• Int:8ntllte loa - $14.30 per line per mo

",:-,:&'i;T~~;','(

• Intnl..te lou - $25.21 per.~i_piIJ'

• Mldstate Communications:
• Interstate I.- - $19.80 per line per maq~
• IntrMblte lou - $28.83 per line per mo.

• Golden West Telecommunications eoo;il' ;,
• Intenate loa - $13.90 per line per
• Intnlstate lou - $24.08 per Une per m

• Additional Transport Costs Not Qu
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All carriers utilizing the network must
pay fair share for use if co.~~lg...ed
investment in the networK is to. be
encouraged•

• see attached map of regional and~ne
networks of SD rurallLEcs.

• Presentation of SDN COmmunications.

South Dakota Fiber Map Backbone
and ILEe Fiber Routes
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What does it cost to build a Statewide
Backbone Network?

• Fiber (2,500 miles x $10,000/mlle
• Land. Buildings
• DWDM Optics

• SONET Optics

• Total

$25,()~O,OOO

$10,000,000
$12,.0,000

$ 8rP.'.•.·•.·•.bo,000
. p'.,

$55,000,000

The value of the network to our State~~s its cost.

What Is supported by Statewide
Backbone Network?

• Government (State, County and City)
• Public Safety (State Dispatch, g~1».. ·,ii, >
• K12 Education (200 video I~tlon·jiharlngc.:f:eources)
• Higher Education (ReHarch Networks) .
• Health care (Collaborative support for Rura"};,
Clinics/Hospitals>;';

• Banking (Secure data b'anlfer, Greater ac:cei. 'to capital
In Ru...1mark_)1(~i ":

• Value added Agriculture (Ethanol, Animal R~!aarch)
• Economic Development for growing and _lplng

communities. 'H'i'""

~
rt

All are .upported by ..u.e...... paying for • ,'le' to ~\"':":!!!';"f;:"
_. AU will be In JE ~"tl~",;,!
eliminated. ...'...'.."
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What have SDN and it ILEe owners
accomplished together?

• A more cost effective shared network.

• A Statewide prot8cted network.

• A cooperative effort to support advanced servl~Statewide.

• DSL Penetration
• Internet Aa:ess

• Video Delivery
• Aggregated Long Distance

,"
• Created a model for finding solutions to I"~~~I"a

collaborative manner for the benefit of the CItIzens
and thecompanies.}'"

All are supported by ..u...• paying fora~tothe""".. .....
network. All will be 11J,,,lIt,tJPY11f:Investmtlt IncentIVe I.·
eliminated. "'~i"j'\T,iT ••·•·· ...........• , .• 2'

The Internet is not "free"
• An examination of SDN's Intemet costs.

• Hardware
• Edge Rauten
• Customer Aggregatlan Rauten
• BSN, SwItches, CIIbles, etc.
• Annualized Revenue needed

• SUpport:. thrH ,..r tllChnology ,.......h,
1IIoI1ntenenc:e 8grH property tax.., etIc.

• Ac:alA tou~mprovide (annua' COlIt1I)

• Three 155 MbIM conneetlans

• SUbsaiptian to 200 Mbps
• 2004 cost to aeee. ..,... Internet"

• In addition, ILECa IuIve ClOlIta alMCiated wltllf'l

• DSLAMs
• TranlPCH't from DSLAMs to SON or other IP cania

• Broadband aeee. and Intern
ILEC ......be... mlllloM;

0,000

000,000

::;;}~it
'i!~',
';;i)lm '::'

• bo,ooo
.0,000

00,000
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Rural carriers and customers should
not be penalized as a resul~o~y~oflfr
limited networks and smaller i

service areas •• responslbllltifts for
transport should not extend b~¥ond

rural carrier network and/or s8:mrice
area.

• Intercarrler Compensation Forum Plan
(lntercarrler Compensation and Universal
service Reform Plan) out of touch with rural
America.

• Plan would reduce aeee.ato negliglPl- levels
and rely on end-user loeal service r..~s and
increased universal service funding!!"r
replacement.i~

, :ill

• Plan substantially changes transpo~;,
responsibilities for rural carrlers.::~

~ At'

• Plan fails to recognize rural LEe rili,l'i-- and
is especially unfair to rural LECs wilt

>~);.li~ ... '

centralized equal access backbone Iptw.~""I""\"":"";'iJ ''''''-,
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Rural carriers and customers should not be
penalized as a result of more limited
networks and smaller service areas -
responsibilities for transport should,'l~~> .
extend beyond rural carrier network:ii~rialor
service area (cont.) .

• Page 19 of ICF Plan, section II.B.2.a,ijltates:
"7;'1

"If an Acceu Tandem Is the source of eq'liliaccess
functionality, then the CRYC (COVered Rulfi
Telephone Company) must d_gna" th..;pa
Tandem as'" Edge for canien that ~,~I..~.ual

a ,InWhlch'.'a... '.'
::I::~V=:: ::"s'~:J;'~~=\ ., .. -

Proposals under debate for imposing
increased transport responsibility on
rural carriers, if adopted, ""UMi"i,l;;i'd,

~--~":::'~~"

substantial and div,rsei;lrn'pa "
statewide.:

"ji!~k\

• Imposing greater transport obllgati"" s on
rural LECs In dl_regardof their 11m ',e ,

networks ancl service areas further:: )reatens
universal service and will negative . mpaet
network Investment.

• Both local network Invesbnent and,.,.':i•..·~.~
Investment In statewide backbone . clll

Y,~
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